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AGREEMENT, SUCCESSION AND DISPLAOEMENT

David E. Wilder

I New York State Psychiatric Institute - T (
» ¥ '-' . ; :? .
. 4 -
. . . . . . .
.. When educational planners set out to design new schools, they are given .
P . I

a unique ppportunity to be creative and to envisage something better than schools
. ’ .7 .

that already exist. Givén this opportunity;'what sorts of goals are set ;or new

t a .

schools? Arg they very different from.the goals of alreddy existing schools?

Are they subject to the same forces that goals encounter in other organizations,

. ‘and are there special problems that are encountered by new schools that txry to be

S

innovative? These are some of the questlons we have tried to keep in mind as we

’

‘have studied the plannlng and beglnnlngs of. five schools in the ‘northeastern United

¢ r
States during the past year. . ! o . ’ N .

. )

£y .
In this paper we will relate,what‘we‘have been doing so far and what we have’
: . .

.

been finding out in our study to‘some of the findings of previous research about

\ -

’ ~ educational goals, organizational goals, and innovating organizations.

. ~
.

Educational Goals ' A
= + [ - -

C. .Edpcational’goals have been studied from a number of different perspectives,.

. - .
»

' . v
and there is a substantial literature on this topic. For the limited purposes of .
~ . - -

- . - ,

" this pgper we will only touch lightly on a few.basic themes and findings. Tnere are,

of course, educatlonal goals held and expressed at many levels in our society.
. N / \ 7!
National, state and local\organlzatlons frequently .set or, endorse goals for education

- -

e

as an institution, but our study is conccrned with the creation of ind1v1dual schools,

14

1

"as organféations and with the goals associated with tach school.

‘ . . 4

. " One might anticipate that a concern with individual schools would produce
»* * [}

data with such a high devel of spcclficity that they would be difficult to use as the

. ,
. . &

IEIIJ!:‘ N E} ) ’ . ) . . : .
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output goals;

.

The' emphasis is on rouéhly similar st

that even' as they relate to 1nd1vidual schools,

basis for generalizations but this is hardly the case.

There'is ampie euidenc

T
educational goals tend to be rather

&

diffusely stated and to cover the same general areas of concern” from elementary

schools

¥
-

through colleges.

(1)

’

intellectual,.

Thkse in turn emphasize students

developing theirlind1v1duality,

careers.

goals, and the last'type a

‘3

. ~

four(types of goals have emecrg

ed from such diverse sources ds jacto

S, selection -~allocation goals (Sieber & Wilder 1973).

* < "t

Espec1ally pervas1ve are four general types af student '

soc1a1, (3) (4)

(2) personal ang - -practigal.

”,1earning subject matter and: social roles, and

. . {
and mgtching students to appropriate programs and

<

The first three: types are sometimes referred to as soc1alization—training

L4 .

A

- .

responses’ of samples of adults, ol

arents,'teachers, and students .and from academic

r

deans of colleges and universities

- .

When organizational participants are

e ——

L

(Downey 1960, Wildér,et al.

.

1968, Siéber 1973).

udent outputs at aﬁl levels.

‘polled, s0me additional goals tend: to

N

First and foremost are what have 5een called

organizational maintenance

emerge.

\

[l

S

goals (Sieber & wilder 1973); these stress factors that would help the school as
/ \ .
an organiaation continye 1nto an uncertain future. Secondly -there are a host of ’
< - ‘e

their profess1onal careers ‘and work s1tuations.
)

o

personal goals that 1nd1v1dual educators hold, particularly those that relate to

Thus while most part%c1pant§ in the

“

<

system support a small number of'diffusely'stated-student output goals, professional

educatdrs express, their ve

2

+

sted interest in the- continuence of the organizations with

which they are affiliated and in their individual goals as

o

educators.

~ -

s

of educational goals have indicated ‘that

More detailed analysis in studies

- v +

most indiViduals and schopls support all student output gbals asg long as they are

-

stated ,in tather general terms,

“

»

but that somesgoals are emphasized more than otherxs

b& certai

/

e

These ' /

alysis of thé :

14

v,
.

v

n types of people and, by schools serving differentvpopulations (wilder, lQSB%{/
. ! : [y .o
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Generally, it app that the more bete;ogcneous the populatioh_sérvedr\the’

S ' { . ) )
- st - ! . ! g . 1 . .
T more diffusely the goals must be stated in order to accomodate diversity of
interest without seeming to play any favorites. The so-called comprchensive high

,
¢ +
‘ kY P ; . .

school probably ;}lustQatcs this problem'better than any other school’  in our, .

, . . , i
' L 4

soc1etyﬂ Individuals associated with a lvprehensive school may set highly specified

goals and priorities, but the’ school as fhole cannot. There is a considerable

potentlal Yor confllct but this seems . e recognized and mitigated by most . } N
t & lo ’
.particlpants as they express sur‘rt fox‘ multlple goals ,1ncluding goals in which they

-
¢ \

: have no direct personal interest.™ In addition the school must respond to the larger

society where,.or example, emphas1s may be on excellence durlng one decade and on
{

N ¢
edquality of gpportunity during athher. , Too strong a. commltment to any one set of

S

goals at the expgnse of another‘;s bound to bring repercuss1ons, and school admlnlstrators

‘ ’ A

are'all too familiar with the politlcs of this problem. - \ .

' " : ¢ ' l
Organizational Goals ' .- ; 1

> [ : :

As others have pointed out (Gorwin 1965, Bidwell 1967), schools share a number -

. -

> .
\ -

of goal relatcd problems with other organlzatlons. For _example, Corwin stresses\uhe

-
L

: - fact that as goals become too dlffusely stated, .they become mefe platltudes and fall

. * \ . ' r '

"to recaive sufficient attention;\ This leads him to make a d1st1nct10n etween such

U -

ﬁbn operatlonal goals and the 1nterpal commltments of the organlzatlon. Moreover bs
. 0".

l’ hypothesizes that- : , Itﬁ!g

« -l :

) process among;? . power blo s of the school and between those\\~
.’ - . Y power blocks @ certain outsiders whp are able to exerc1ae

) \ o constralnt. lc implication is tha®the operating goals of ‘a i
‘ ntical to the bargains mﬁde between groups in IR

; S g confl.lct in, 1965 p.434-435). g ‘ ot

. « ; . .

. Thus as we ;Qé“é? the goals Y lschools, we encounter the familiar organizatioﬂal ,:"
problcms of goals successx‘ and goal displaccment'(Merton 19579). Digfusely stated }

. student output goals mustﬁ' mpete fo; priorlty and limited resources, and they tend %
to become dl placed by ¥ mo're spec1f1c goals of participants. ) %

ERIC ' 5 - LT

P iz ‘ .




Another distinction in terminology that has become increasingly, common in

the literature is made between objectives and goals (Trivett- 1973). Goal succession
. . ) - .

quﬂ\ is ?o%fc1ous and des1rable when it refers to the attalnment specific objectives

N

set by a school but goal dlsplacement usually refers to makiffg-t rmlnal goals out

<~ . ¢ / -~
of instrumental goals; and this in many cases could transla into goals.and ' ,
r

'
~ . . .

( ' Ob]?CtlveS respectlvely There is alsoO a tendency to treat oal\displacement as

!

N

C}\ undesirable, for example, when gett1ng good grades becomes more 1mportant than

N
-

learning subject matter. But sometimes goals are unrealistic or. outmoded by a changing

B . ' - . 4

system, and treating their displacement as undesirable is obviously an over-
s P 2 N
simplification of a very complex problem. ! ’
¢ ' . ' R

Inn0vat1ng Organizations g i ’ .

«

The, thlrd research tradition against which our concern with educatlonal goals

*

can be v1ewed is the study of innovatiomn, in educatlonal organizgtions. In this

. .

* study we deliberately setéeﬁt to study the plannlng and startlng of new schools

,

that were innovative. There were many reasons for this, 1nélud1ng the lQ\E standlng

~ M N

. lnterest‘most of ys had in thrs area of research. *We a}so belleved that we would
not learn as much from what we have come to-call the "cookie cutter" versmon eﬁ-

* ’plaﬂning and start ub wherein a consciods attempt is made ‘to be as much like other
. . N
schools as posgible. Ironically, this has given us some problems. Our impression
| N ) ’

S % .is that ncew and 'nnovative'schools may be harder to find now in contrast with a few
. ! * 0 .

. »
years ago because of the economic recqssion and the conservatlsm thatl#gem to be -

. - .
. '
- . H .

affecting our schools now. RN ) //
* ' . - N .~ ) ® -
\ It, should be noted that most of the literature on educational iqpovation refers
\
)TTEN{nnovativc programs rather 'than innovative new schools. Some interesting . .
. N v ! 4 .y

exceptions can be found in the literature about alternative schools (Center for New

.
4

] 4 .
.~ Schools 1972, Gross Giacquinta & Bernstein 1971, and Smith and Keith 1971) but most .

studies focus on special programg (Miles . 1964, Berman & McLaughlln 1975 7altman,

. v . <" . 4

/ . . SN

Duncan & Holbeck 1973).

* . 6 - . . ]
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» . . . o~ . : .>-‘ . *
> This ‘is a crucial dif%erence‘Since innovativezprograms are usually imbedded in schools |
, . . ) ‘-. ‘ ~~" v i
that are aleady, operating successfully. ‘The innovatgon_ Peieasiest provides .a-new
. ] . N ,)
option within a mord” traditional structure, and if it.doesn“t succeed, it can
P . . <

.
]

frequently be done without, and the school will continue on its usual colrse -relatively |

-~ .

. - unscathed. Committing an entire new school to an innovatioen may -represent a

re¥atively rare high risk vehture. .The educational system is, as many have noted,

relatively stable in our sgalﬂiy, and there are many forces within it that tend

to,producc uniformity To the extent that. partiCipants in the system have been‘/f/”

. success fully socialized, they have become carriers of stable expectations and are

. . i 3

conservative forces in themselves. According to this view, innovations are highly .
* * .
. 4 4 . ‘ :
,vulnerable crecations in an environment that resists dhange."Many writers have noted |
. > N
this conservative tendency and it has begn attributed to.a number of‘different_sources.

Two polar but not irreconcilable views are put forth by Wayland who stresses

. . 1 . 'y : ‘ N .
structural constraints imposed by the need to integrate and coovdinate a natjional

» - -
educational system (Wayland 1964) and Argyris who maintains~that all individuals in

-

the system are programed to behave .in<ways that mgke them incapable of successfully

-
-

sustaining significant innovations ( qyris 1975} .+ - There are also p5werfu1.fdkces
<" / 3 . :
in the system that support change and innovation, not the least of which are

- .
-~ . /

‘professional educators thémselves; but as Corwin has recently pointed out in his’

-
‘ -

analysis of yeacher Corps schools, there is a great deal of interactiom among variables
’
) supporting and resisting innbvations‘in schools (Corwin .1975) . However, there is )

\\al SO abundant 1iterature demonstrating the low survival rates 'of innovative

- - - / ‘n
o f in schdols; and this suggests that innovative schools could be espeCLally_yul
’ (Berman & McLaughlin 1975). T, i

'

To summarize, studies of ecducational &oals revealed a number of uniformities
k4 . "

r in the system that could provide'thc basis for comparison With thQ'innovative schools

~ e

in our,sample. Orqaniiational studies suggested that planning and implementation

"

- v N ~
of hew sclyools would provide a rich harvest of goal successions and displacements, and

'ERIC J 7 1 AT

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. / — R - .
~ A ‘ .
" ., studies of educatlonal 1nnovatlons suggested that there WOuld be a tendency for S~
‘ N . . . J—:
innovative schools to become less innovative as they progrbssed from early planning .
\ ~ ' - » . ’
through implementation and became operating orgdnizations. = ’ ¢
' , - | . _ .

+* 7 pata Collection”and Findings ' .

. \ .

. A - | I
Early in 1975 we constructed a goals instrument based on past %tudies and on

thered from the ficld in this study. We were somewhat torn-from the ,

ve uniformity of. items across sites in order to make °
& Y

-

e . ’ ’
comparisons, ahd also wanting to captu unique’features'of each site.

?

As. a result, the carly forms of instruments s far more items than the more -

' recent versions that have become more tailor-made for individual scheols. our
ihtent was to collect responses to self administered questionnairef from representat:\
"members'of each schqol at different points 1n‘t1me. Th;s was de51gned for three types
, . of com%arisons: status:comparisons and tlme comparisons miZhin schools, and between
14 ~ n N . .
school comparisons. Analysis_at the indiﬁidual.level is also possible but is not

;

beind agonducted because the groupe %ta are most relevant for our purposes{ The

- preliminary data to date come mostly from the oo that opened last fa 1, but
‘ . ‘ . © . —— -
- some impressions have been formed about two of the sites still in the plannlng stages.

-

. ' TAE first of these, Campus High, is a collaboration between a municipal college and

a local district. The‘planniné group consists of "a group of e§perts who have been .

s - N v

meeting for some time now under- conditions of high ﬁrustration and, uncertainity about

. -

- . H
' the future existence of the school they are suppose e—p%anniﬁ@?‘;ﬁfttlegprogress*—_d

has becn mad \\ hey appear in some respects .to be a remarkably pure case of goal
- ‘/" . v

« displdacement. That is, the continued'existenCe of the planning group itself’ seems to

»

ERIC 8 o .
P oo nc I : - . . \

[y ]

-

T R
be the major outcome of their recent meetlngs. Nevertheless, they haVe filled out our
* goals instrument and are unanimous in selecting two goals out of 36 as among the five
< they would ass sign hlghect prlorlty for the school These are "To teach students the 1
[

‘(‘ . basic skills,;" and "To provide a good learning enV1ronment for low motivated klds ]
. Y ] i
Lt . i
with poor basic sk}lls." No other school in our sample placed such high emphasis 1
o 1
|
|
i
g




on these particular “‘goals. ~ ,

. ¢
~ .
R ’

A sccond as yct.unoponcd school, Interarts, is a collaborative cffort of a number
\ ’ ) ' : v .
. of school districts and will provide an arts Program on a half day basis to a small

L]
number of students from cach djstrict. Among this planning group the highest

support and almost unanimous consensus have been reached on four goals Quite different

. s
] -

fromthose'emphasized by Campus High planners. These are "To improve learning y

.
[ Ve

. . ( .,
opportunities for giftcd and tdlented students "To provide a variety of learning .
environments and activitiek," "To provide personalized and individualized

9 -~

programming and instruction, and "To be 2 placc where students Lfke/to be." The_

. planners of Interarts have become increas1ngly agreed as to which goals witll receive
* N ' o N

v

‘the most emphasis' in the school as their planning has progressed. : ‘%

Three generalizations are suggEsted by these‘data from Ehﬁ two

.

"unopenad schools. (1) Given a relatively similar list of goals from which to

- choose, planning groups for innovative schools with different programs will select gquite
_,4,/”_-_’ -
different goals as. uorthy«o£~h1gtht priority (2) A high consensus will be.reached among

e T
e .
e v

the planners on perceived high priorit&‘or "meta" goals. (3) Traditional goals

o ”

will continue to be assigned reclatively high/priority even by planners of innovative.
- schools. . . ) -"

< .

‘.‘ ““ . . ) - . / ) )
One of the interesting things about the five perceived meta .goals chosen by the
N . Y R . <
. . - o< )
planners .0f these <wo schools is the fact that only one of them is explicitlya— |

A
. LY
N . N ¢

student output goal (To’teach students, the basic skills.) The other four stress 2

educational process or throughput. Thus in a sense planners of innovative_schools

will displacc traditibnal student output goa1s right from the beginning by placing’

- . . ) A
major cmphasrs on educationaL.enVironment and process..: . A

. b
. ' e
. ‘ o oLy -

JIf we‘ean acccpt the w1despread point of viaw that‘éaucational innovations
. AN 8 = ' . L. \
must ove;come‘the rcs15tenc0 of a conservative educational env1ronment, innovative
. . . | . gt
goals will become equC1ally vulnerable each time new members cnter the syste ¢"€;-
. \ L GE

Planning groups'may reach a high level of consensus, but new members who gntegwthe
. . . . N . :m’ .
Q . Y ’ . W

ERIC . . L 9 | .
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N

system must either be socialized,-coopted, or otherwise- persuaded of the legitimacy
oq the goals that the planners agreé are mQst impértant. Where plannegg are also"

implementers, ownership of important goals may help-maintain them. But even where

.

there is a one to one correspondence between planners and implementers, "other forces

may prevent goal attainment and even dehy%thg legitimacy of important innovative

goals. Data:from the two sites already opened indicate that goal consensus maé

reaqﬁ its highest peak for innovative schools during tﬁe planning stage. .

. x . . -
L At Goodstock, an .urban high s¢hool for careers in business, goal consensus

~ - . .

among planners was a foregone aonclusion since the school was essentially planned by
. . ., \ N v 4

one person, a woman who was also a leéding'cqndidéte for the principalship. She ‘

o
.

v

toc- emphasized a number of protess goéls, especially those that would symbalize and
. : N
support ° more egalitarian studeht-teacher relationships. When she failed to win the |
z ) . - - '} ,
job, most of these goals were effectively abandoned by her successor. Nevertheless,

.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

teachers and parents asSociated with Goodstock indicated a set of goal preferences
\
that differentiates their school from others.
» . " . . ’
.. ,.Table I contains a summary of goal priorities expressed by the teachers of
P . . .« .

Goodstock during July. and December, 1975, their perceptions of the extent .to .

. * .
which the school was on its way toward adhieving each goal during December, and the
o« ! 4 . '
orientations of a sample of parents of Goodstock students toward these same goals.
. ' . -
ould be noted that the goals contained in this ﬁabLe represent survivors from a

— S

mﬁgh longer list, and this'@kﬁiains in pant\the fact that most of these goals are

deemed so important by’ the teachers. The first column indicates th% perceived meta

¢ ’

goals held by the teachers in the summer before school openeq (the probortion choosing
. L

' -~

the goal as ong of the five .goals they expected to be given the highes£ priority onge
re “‘l:“ v - . 2
the school was opened) . There were.two goals which fifty pekceﬂt or more of the ° '
! e °

teachers agreced would receive high prfority and three more selected by at least

b »

thirty percent. Again these five goals refer mostly to process rather than student

B
2

Loutput.  Four goals, numbers 4 through 7, show up for the first time on this |
S0 * * )

10 ¢

’ L .
- . 7/ . 4
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questlonnllre as an outgrowth of carlidr open-énded responses and 1ntexv1ews by

v
.

¢+ fieldworkers. NUmbers 4 and 5 arc espec1a11y 1nterest1ng because they refer’ to

- * .
v »

. studont'inputs which have been a problem for the school. The,flrst of these, the
*  desire for an gthnically inteératbd student hody, is supported by majorities of both
teachersland parents'through not yet achieved?by the school. The second, a desire

- "‘/ ‘ ' H '

for roughly equal proportions of boys” and glrls 1s supported by a"majorlty of the

parents, but 1ntercst;ngly not by a majority of teachers. (Needless to say, the

2

N majority of students are girls.) This concern with student inputs may be conflned

cwp of the student populations

v

is concern persists reflects

to areas where uncertainties exist regarding the

" to be served by varticular schools. Jhe' fact that
p .

&

’ N N ] ~ b ]
« failure of the school to attain these instrumental go¥ls when the school Wwas 1{
\ v N .' Ot
opened. Teachers do acknowledge that their school is chieving some goals better

.

' &
ree that most reasonable -

-

than others, but both teachers and parents tend to.
sounding goals are import}nt. In short, the gdals given most emphasis couid be :

"applied to almost any business oriented high school., "

! +» Without doubtx$he most dramatic evidence that we have collected about the

vulnerability of innovative goals in an operating school was provided by,teachers

’ .-
. .

and parents at Lincoln Heights, a suburban elementafy school that serves an upper @

v

.

middle—class\population. Lincoln Helghts was planned as an open space school but was .

.

slightly modified as a result of pressure from parents as the school opened. Eve{tually,

.

as this pressure increased, self-contained classrooms replaced the open plan.
A -

¢

' Table II containspthe responsesof teachers and parents-at Lincoln Heights to

. I3 .

The, most surprising finding in this table is that although the

|

our goals guestions:

’ . /o _

most salient aspect abOutLlnPoln Hts. school was without question the unusual open
~ .

plan, none of the three 1tems in the goals instrument designed to tap thls
<

innovative feature was perce}ved by significant numbers of teachers as one of the .

I

five goals expected to receive the most attention once the school opened. Instead,

4 .
. . R

. one traditional student output goal and four process goals were chosen most
Q - . . . . . .

-
4 r

ST T
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frequently. (These were placed quite dlfferentdy in the July‘questlonnhlre from -
/ M ‘ \ ., ) .
the way they appear in Table II1.) Controversy over the open plan. had already . :

[ LS
. s e

crupted before the instrument was administered,

and it is not clear whether there }

. . Q .. ‘ . . . .
would have been more frequent perception of these as méta goals at some earlier
‘ ) , . . . ‘ 4 .
date. . ' . |
A * .

,adm1n1stered fior the second timé in -

“w

By the time the questlonnalre'wa

December 1975, there were only four items asked at both Goodstock and.Llncoln Heights.

v v

’Questions 1 and 2 are ideptical, Support for these two goals was high at both

.

-

schoo}s, but Linclon Heights respondents perce1ved somewhat- morelprogress towagh

-
. ’ % '

Question 4 -at Lincoln Heights is the same

- . . !

achieving them than Goodstock‘respondents

Yo . . "
as questlon 14 at»Goodstock, and results were qu1te s1m11ar at both Howevery 1tem

7, "To experiment with new eduCatlonal programs and structures,ﬁgave sharply contrastlng

*

At Goodstock this goal - was supported by v1rtually all

.

results at the two sites.

teachers and parents, but at Lincoln Heights support among teachers was down to 69%

<

1n the summer of 1975 and fell to 38% in December. wheh*walls for self—contalned
* '. Ny " 1

classrooms were.added to the school, we started.using the’ term goaliabandonmen to

describe what had happened, but the surqey results do not ent1re1y support t
» ) B .

Substantlal proportlons of teachers and parents st111 support this, goal desp1te the

S.

P

A
L] - ‘. < *

discontinuence of the open space plan of the school, and thls has heen the source of

'

considerahle discontent.

. * It

N0 v

It appears tha§ respondeqts Qf the two s1tes were respgpdlng to this 1tem at

e

qu1te different levels. At Goodstock where there isn t actually much v151b1e

‘. A +
experimentation w1th new educatlonal programs happenlng, 1t'sti11 has a good sound.

Two other 1tems deallng with 1nnovatlon,‘

But at Lincoln Heights, itn@ans open space.

. b .
nunbers 6 and 8,also show considerable erosion OVGr time among the teachers.. Two-

' >

“"To try out innovative'uses of

thirds'o- the teachers contlnued to. gppport the goal

" and half the partntsconcurred but 1ess than .

~
. N h .

forty percent of the teachexrs and parents agreed that "To be different from

space in the educatlonal programs

I
.. '

.'. .-“ ‘ 12
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tr&dltlonal schools"™ is a valid and’worthwhlle~@oal for the schodl. . ¢
- The power struggle betweéen parents and teachets at Lincoln Heights over the opeh

’ -~

plan has affectcd;responses to additional Items_as well. Fpr example, 91% of the

-

. '{teachers agreed that teachers should be given a substantial”role in setting .- <

[
. ’ 2 . ~

o policy conpared with 43% of the parents; but 66% of ;ithe parehts agreed that "To .

. .. - ) Cs * . . g . . . .
£y |+ 9lve thpr%ommunltx the” kind of education it wants' was a valid and important goal
' qompared with just .24% of thé teachers. .Substantial majorities of parents and teachers

v . . . . .

e ., agreed that "To develop'good relations with the communi ty? was a valid and
[ . 1

-

. ° } *

lp 1mportant goal: but Jtry few teachers percelved the school as progres51ng toward
. "
-« .achieving this or progress1ng toward the goals ‘of teachers sett1ng pollcy or giving
] o ' * . 1

the community the kind of education it warlts. Parents also. expressed eons1derably
. Lo f Fa - . . \ 'ﬁ . ’
N\, n less support than teathers ofor providing"opportunities for teachers' professional

. g * L ) .
growth." -It should also be noted that the only’ goal recelving stronger stpport from

N 2N . \ .
teachers at e secondvadmlnlstratlon of the jinstrument than the firgt was "To

.

» . . - “\ LI ‘ P v A .
’ provide a systemapdc p ocess foér asngsﬁh the ‘e ffegtiveness of .the educational
: . ; g 4

¢ ~ ¢ »

rogram." "~ ! ’ Lo, : " )
progian-. . ‘ o : A A -
v - . s . o . - ’ ) .
S Despite- the striking differences in the patterns of 'responses to these questions

. about goals at the two gchools, one%ould not conclude that goals are differently
’ L Sy . . .

. .
A [

arrlvcd at or that they assume egreater importance genekally in one school rath;r than«

~ * "
- . s )
. another Teaché(s were asked a serles of questlons about hpw goals arealdentlfled

. \
¥

and formed and the lcvel of commitment of staff at bPoth Goodstock and L1ncoln HtSﬁ y
. . . & B \"'»’ . - s a\ . 4 '
. The'results are presented in /Table III. Perhaps the most striking aspect-of the
’ S } C . oo oo o7
. responses is*their gonnral simjlarity at the two schools. Thissdespite'the turmoil

2 . ~ B

' .
A w1th the communlty at Lincoln Hts.and the relatlve prace at*Goodstock There 1s i

~
s . . \, .

“ less agreement at LlncoIn Iits. thatzg0als,do not matter, that faculty feel very lfttle
[ - 'i‘ﬂ N -#‘
reSpon51b111ty for goals, that goals ‘are set by a minorify and passed on to the rest

-

)

.,
.

., -
//—‘\\_.of the fqpulty and that ‘goals are overtly acceptcd but covertly'resisted strongly
7. s O
If one were tz&QQe just these responses without kriowing more about the two schoq@s,
o -y 4 ~

»

.

ont nght gtt Lhc 1mprcss1on fhat. goals arc more of a problem at | .

ERIC - ) A3 | - ‘
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Gogdetock than at,Llncoln Hts. So-much for survey data taken out of context!

.'ﬂu&rleads us to make anoéhcr mcthodologlcal comment it is'uiryually ot

1mposs1blc to colleet-enough data ;and to collect data often epough in a sbudy
‘ . ‘u .. » .

' ‘ . - .

J such as ours, or, to analzse al}jyou callect. It is temptlng to speculate that most

of the teachcrs atlancolrnugts would have perce1Ved the 1nnovat1ve goals as meta
’ ‘ ‘. y; RN E

- goals had wo;collepted.data carltier than_laté July when difficulties had already‘ ' i

. B
- g »
’
.- .

_begun. liowever, we will rever know whether this is true. ' Morover,it is'possible, -
. . .-

o ) : a o s TR
. that many goals experiefce peaks and troughs of support that 'fall between 'our ’

» collection intervals. Regular field work does protect us considerably, but we
-0 . - . Lo ) K

cannot enter our field rotes as peroentages‘in the ame talles with the surbey

L, e \
materials. D . " ‘ . =

A . . -
.

g ) We havexknown for some time that complete agreement on educationdl goals between
=

-

s is_not possible and probably pot-desirable

.

’ N ’ . b ¢ . .
1;? (Wilder et al, 1968," Fosketts 1966, Grass; Mason & McFachern 1957). We have also T

known that integrétion of pérsonal goals and organizational goals may often not be

possible or desirable (Slmon 1960, Et21on1 1964, Barrett l970), but we know very

. e

11ttle beyond this. Our preliminary data have suggested some additi&nal hypotheses ’
I * \ LY

M 0
)

to be thrown into this arena. . P
s s
Agreement ©n innovative schodl goals seems to become especially critical and

. problemaﬁ!c-whcn goats react high levels of specificity and visihility. &s loug.as . R
g the“goals arm diffusol; stated expressions of human values andAof the'aeslre for
¢ .
\ progressq-Hﬁgh levels of suppcrt will be forthcomlng. In fact, such goats oéfer '
s ‘ \ s
. marvelous opportunities for schools and cémmunities tozexpress their soridarity. But
: evou igh lovelsvof épccificity can be tole%eteq with ptograms set wiihiﬁ larger

o v . ¢, '

pluralistic organizations. Innpvative schools, on the other hand,*are facéd with an
+ ' ‘e . .

ro cspec1ally difficult sct of problems. If thcy place cmohasis‘on innovation, they must
AN

e

) ] N

- ¢

v Stlll make a’convincing casé that they are stressing traditional goals or they - w1ll

>
. i . 1

trigger a conservative rcaction "and the accusation that they are 1gnor1ng fundamentals.

\ . . -

ERIC ‘ . 14 ~ /

P i e : “ 1

-




.

-

=

ERIC

.
Aruitoxt provided by Eric

-

-

.

:
Level. of specificity is something of a double bind. As Gross et al (1971{/;§Z;:;;~

out, innovative goals'arc.easier for new schools to attain when clearly stated.
. [N

Highly specified goals may ¢ven create the impression that educators are well

.

organized aﬁd know what they are about.

. - 4+
.

But highly épecified goals may also
- » . ‘ " . e

(1) make innowations too v¥isible, concrete and rigid, (2) expose the schopl to
criticism that ceuld be'avoidea, (3). make failure tp attain goals and the lacﬂ.

.
~— .

7 -

!

,

of appropriate skills and}khowiedge obuvious and _ (4) prevent tru1§ imgfinative and

. . v v

creative innovations from receiving adéquate trials. Diffuse goals, however, will
- .

.

suffer the'familiar prébleﬁs of becoming platitudes that are displaced by others

‘ -
-

3

that are more specific. It appeafs then that the doals of innovative schools not
. . ‘ . /

. i v N . . ¥

only face problems sharéd by goals in

vulnerable. \Highly specified goéis are vulnerék}e to being abandoned altogether, but

°

’,
- Say ~

otherwise ignored.

‘are §ormu1ated, their suchss‘and survival can never.be taken for granted.

~¥

the more diffuse goals that survive are vulnerable to being given lip fervice but

dthers schools, but:that they are especially °

One thing is clear, regardless df how innovative school goals

o4

/s
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; * TABLE I A
Y ) . . . . "
Proportions of teachers at Goodstock High School indicating selected goals as (1) ‘
among the *five most likely to be given priority when the school opens (2)  personally
favored in July 1975 . (3) considered important, valid and worthwhile December 1975
(4Y being achicved or on the way toward being'achieveq, December 1975; and (5)
proportions qﬁ«erent§ agrgeing cach goal is valid, important a4nd worthwhile carly
. 1976. :
) TEACHING oo
, -
' et - (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
R A . . . i.e. .
[éprceived Favored Important Acheiving Paren
. Meta Goals f July 1975 Nov.1975 Nov.1975, 1976
. et ' July s )
( . " J- ) { I . r— .
1. To be a place khere students 57% 100% 100% 48% 96
would like to be. ! V3 ' , )
2. To tecach students therbasic skills. 37%, , 100% 92 50 96
. 3.. To provide students contact with _ '
the reality of the world\gbout them. 50% 100% 100 79 92
4. To have an cthnically integrated - not“agRed 88 25 74
* student body. ’ "
1
5.° To have close to a 50-50 balance of not asked 48 " * 17 78
. boys and girls in the student body. " .
6. To give equal curricular emphasis to not asked 88 67, ‘94"
academic and business subjectst ‘
7. . To involve the students in work- - not asked 96 . 71 ’94
experience ackivities.with local X , .
"~ businesses. * B o
. 8. To establish ncw relationships within not asked 84 © ~ 50 90
: the school. ‘ . o .
‘ 8 Sehee - . : | . : ,
M '9. To aid gHe pérsonal development of»séudents_ 92% - ° 100:. ? 54 , 100
into mature, healthy and stable adults, T
\ . ! ‘
10. To pryvide a curriculum which_ieflects 100% 100 50 96
y - . the test knowledge in science and )
o other disciplines. '
IT"To maintain high standards and 33% 973 100 . 50 , 98
. acadondg/nxcelfbnce. . 2 y
ks -I:‘§.< , . . . .
. 12. To provide vocatitmal cducation that 30% . 97% - 92 . 58 _ 94
%s just as important ag&colloqe preparétion. ) ) .
13. To expgriment with ncw educational programs 97% "100 54. 94
Fnd st ructures. R N ’
rd & -
14. fo provide a variety of learning 100% 100 71 96
N environments and activities. v’ . ) : !
) N={(30) (30) (24) - (24) w  {56)
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A * TABLE 11 ,

N LY

Proportions of teachers gt Lincoln Heights Elementary SchooJ 1nd1cat1ng sedeqted
goals as (1) DAmong the five most likely to be given priority when the school
opencd (2) Personally favored in July 1975 (3) Considered 1mportanE valld, and
worthwhile November 1975 (4) and being achicved or on the way to being achleved
November 1975; and proportions of parent aygreeing each goal is valid, important or

worthihile March 1976. - : ' %
(1) ., (2 - o (3) T (4 ()
’ 3 Perceived Favored . Important. Achieving . 'Parénts:
: Meta Goals July 1975 . 'Nov.i975 ‘ Nov.1975 ‘1976
- July ) : )
1. To be a place where " 71% 100% 8? 62 84
students would like to be. o S .
2. To “teach studénts the . : . ‘
basic skills. 41% 100 o 95 67 + 87
3. fTo foster an atmosphere . 65% . 100 86 LT 77 ‘
of trust betwecen adults and o C
chiidren. ‘ ) / . - > -
4. To provide a varlety of 44% "1QD . - 90 - 67 88
learning environments and -
activities. . ) I .
5. To.provide personalized 41% 100 81 61 , 79
and individualized pro rammlng " - '
and instruction. 7 . ,
6. To try out innovative (12%) " 88 67 48_7E 52
uses of .space 1n‘the . - ’ R
eirqulonal program. i . . . '
¥ To experiment. ‘with new "(6%) .- 69 . 38 P 24 . 42
educational programs and . . : : . A
structures. . . ’ T : . ,
: . b . " v . *
8. To,be different from (0%) - .50 38 38 L 34
traditional schools. . " : . s : R
9. fTo give teachers a S L 94 ;?*f‘ 91 13 43 o
substantial roqle ln setting . - R " o . .
policy. , — . . e W :
10. To develop, gbod relations . - 100 e 86 " 100 T 70
with the cemmunl y. . | : . IR e
« . ' - [ ",
11. To }ncrease the independece ° 100 . ‘T\ Q@ ° .87 °© .7
and autonphy of students. . \ . .
. * - : R Y r { ¢ \. “ - .
A2. To provide a systematic process® .. 75 86" - .50~ . 76
_for assessing the effectiveness of the . . ’
* educational . program. R . ' o '
13. To imcreale ,"sharing® of teacher . not alked 86 <35 . ) 73

apllltles, talentst 4nd skllls.

4. To .give the communlty the kind 31 ' 24 19 . - 66
of education it wants. : . R
' S
151, To have opportunities for tecachers' {Qot,asked 75 - 38 . 56
professional growth. . - . B
. U dn= (17) . (1D (21), . (21) . (115)

-~
Y

»

'w' "\‘3 . . N 17 ’ . 7 ‘ ,‘




+ . 7. 1In our school mostly only the admlnlstratlon

* TABLE III'

<

commitment there is towarnd themn at their school. -
1.  Faculty members have been given sufficient

opportunity to q}scuss and define our
school”s goals. .

2. In,our sghool, practically speaklng goals '
Yy -do- not makter too much—-lt s our day to day
’ work that counts. : :

3. In our-school goals are set‘ay a minority
and passed on as orders to the rest of
the faculty. ’

4. The informal organization of our school |
strong§ly support the goals-of the formai
organizption.

5, Personnel in all roles at out school feel:
real res ponsibility for the school's goals
and behave ‘in ways to 1mp1ement them.

* but covertf& re51sted strongly.
. feels rcspon51b111ty for the goals; the
,’ typical faculty péxrson’ “feels vary little
respon51b111ty

»

Goodstock N={27)
Lincoln Hgts N=(25)

3.
o AR

"6. In our school goals are evertly acceptgd

., . ;
Proportions of teachers at Cood%tock’gnd Lincoln Hgights Schools agreelng,undecldcd and
disagreelng with statementsabout how goals are identified and formed and how muqh

_Goodstock

~

Disagkee
<31

Lincoln Heights .36

Goodstock’
Lincoln Hgts.

.Goodstlock
Lincoln Hgts.

Goodstock
Lincoln lgts.

ol

Goodstock

"“Lincoln Hgts.

N »
-

Goodstock
“Lincoln Hgts.

”Goodstock
Lincoln Hgts.,

"59
56

48
52

67
72

32

16
28

50

50

44
40
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